INTRODUCTION
The nature of business and corporate governance has evolved over the past two decades (Gray et al., 1995a) . The integration and growing globalisation of the securities market has resulted in an increased focus on the disclosure of non-financial information (Bukh et al., 2005) . Non-financial information refers to a company's mission, vision and corporate strategy (Bowman, 1978; Kohut and Segars, 1992; Santema and Van De Ritj, 2001) . It is maintained that increased levels of non-financial information disclosure reduce the possibility of information asymmetries between a firm and its existing and potential shareholders (Luez and Verrecchia, 2000) . Moreover, financial analysts use such information to provide earnings forecasts and make buy/sell recommendations (Lang and Lundholm, 1996) .
Companies use a variety of communication sources to disclose non-financial information. These sources include annual reports, press releases, and formal and informal meetings with financial analysts (Gray et al., 1995b) . Annual reports have become an influential instrument for communicating non-financial information because they reveal more about a company's strategy than most managers are prepared to give (Bowman, 1978; Kohut and Segars, 1992; Santema et al., 2005a, b) .
Recently, Padia and Yasseen (2011) conducted a study which focused on strategy disclosure in the annual reports of JSE-listed South African companies. The aim of the study was to examine the extent to which companies disclose their strategies in their annual reports. A sample of one hundred companies listed on the JSE was selected from the Financial Mail list of the top two hundred companies based on turnover (Financial Mail, 2005) . These rankings, which were used in the Padia and Yasseen (2011) study, have been replicated in this study. The Financial Mail provides these rankings every year and consequently highlights the top 200 JSE- listed companies based on their annual turnover. This method was chosen owing to its consistency. The top 200 companies were analysed according to a set of twelve criteria, which included ten criteria used in the study by Santema and Van de Ritj (2001) (Table 1) , and two additional criteria (black economic empowerment [BEE] and human immunodeficiency virus/acquired immune deficiency syndrome [HIV/AIDS]), which were particularly relevant to the South African context of the study (Table 2) . A comparison of the annual reports of 2005 and 2008 was undertaken to establish any effect that a change in the disclosure of non-financial information might have had on strategy.
A statistical analysis of the results revealed that the twelve strategy variables could be grouped into categories that focused on the strategy variables of mission, objective and goals. The rating ranged from 23%, where there was very little or no disclosure, to 73%, which meant that companies made sufficient corporate disclosure. In comparison to the Dutch study, the disclosure on mission and vision was slightly higher, as the Dutch study scored a low 15% (Padia and Yasseen, 2011) .
The two additional variables, HIV/AIDS and BEE, which were included in order to make the study relevant to the South African context, obtained the lowest scores in comparison to the ten other strategic criteria (Padia and Yasseen, 2011) . Padia and Yasseen (2011) state that the reason for the low scores is that the South African economy is still in transition; accordingly, companies made minimal disclosure about strategy on HIV/AIDS. Overall results indicate that South African listed firms disclosed more about their corporate strategy than the Dutch listed firms. Although non-financial information disclosure was voluntary and not required by law, JSE and Dutch listed companies might have been expected to disclose more non-financial information in light of the fact that more emphasis has been placed on this in recent times. However, a number of factors had an impact on the overall results, namely, the time difference between the two studies, changes in corporate governance, alterations to company legislation, and modifications to the way firms conducted their operations (Padia and Yasseen, 2011) .
LITERATURE REVIEW
The conceptual framework for presenting and preparing financial statements has changed over the past two decades (Gray et al., 1995b) . Prior to 1999, non-financial information disclosed in annual reports was founded on a merit-based philosophy (Cheng and Courtenay, 2004) . In addition, the disclosure of non-financial information was accorded a lower priority compared to traditional financial information, with traditional financial information referring to numerical or quantitative disclosure in the annual reports (Gibbins et al., 1990) .
The growing globalisation of the securities market and the changing needs of shareholders have enhanced the importance of non-financial information disclosure. Accordingly, the disclosure of non-financial information plays an important role in the evaluation of a firm's earnings forecast (Bukh et al., 2005) . Therefore, firms with more voluntary non-financial disclosure attract more financial analysis and potential investors. Increased disclosure of nonfinancial information also improves the accuracy of market expectations, reduces information asymmetries between the firm and its shareholders and limits market surprises (Lang and Lundholm, 1996; Baker and Mezzetti, 2001; Collett and Hrasky, 2005; Petersen and Plenborg, 2006; Francis et al., 2007) .
Research on corporate disclosure policy is silent on who in an organisation is accountable and responsible for the decisions made about non-financial disclosure, as well as on what the impact of external disclosure rules is on the decisions made regarding nonfinancial information disclosure (Gibbins et al., 1990) . Users of financial reports require more transparency and accountability regarding corporate governance and corporate disclosure (Beattie et al., 2004) . Such users include shareholders, creditors, suppliers, employees and other interested stakeholders (Miller, 1990) .
"Business is not just about making sound investment decisions, taking management risks, and dealing with economic uncertainties" (Aziz, 2002) . Accordingly, Aziz (2002) equates corporate governance to personal integrity and emphasises the importance of being accountable when making decisions about non-financial disclosure. He stresses the importance of corporate governance and the disclosure of non-financial information in a company's annual report (Aziz, 2002) .
Corporate governance was instituted in order to protect stakeholders, creditors, suppliers and employees, and is considered an essential disclosure requirement for all listed companies (IOD, 2009 ). In the past, managers put their own interests before those of the firm and its stakeholders, creditors, suppliers and employees (Santema and Van de Ritj, 2001; IOD, 2009 The King Code of Corporate Governance serves as a guide for the disclosure of non-financial information. The Code specifies that companies should act in the best interests of their stakeholders. In South Africa, companies are required by law to provide financial and non-financial information that is transparent, accurate, relevant and comparable. Moreover, companies must act with due care and skill and not in a reckless or fraudulent manner (Santema and Van De Ritj, 2001; IOD, 2009) .
Several reform initiatives have taken place over the years to provide guiding principles for governance practices. For example, the Cadbury, Greenbury, Hempel and Higgs reports in the United Kingdom, the Bosch Commission in Australia and the Blue Ribbon Commissions in the United States, as well as the Sarbanes-Oxley Act which was adopted by the United States of America in 2002. The Sarbanes-Oxley Act provides a statutory basis for corporate governance; it is a rules-based approach that results in legal sanctions for non-compliance (IOD, 2009) .
Since 1994, South Africa has adopted the guidelines of the King Commission on Corporate Governance, which is referred to as the King I Report. In 2002, the King II Report was adopted; this report emphasised the importance of stakeholders and a company's sustainability report, which raises issues regarding the disclosure of non-financial information. Subsequently, in 2009, the King III Report was published, which addresses the anticipated new Companies Act as well as changes in international governance trends (IOD, 2009) . King III has subsequently resulted in a greater emphasis on non-financial disclosure. Compared with the two earlier reports, King I (1994) and King II (2002) (IOD, 2009), King III encompasses the following:
1. The majority of a company's directors should be non-executive directors, who are independent of all company operations. In addition, an independent non-executive chairperson should chair the board of directors. 2. Shareholders are responsible for approving the remuneration policy, which must be published. All board members should receive a fair remuneration, including payouts on resignation. 3. Risk management is considered to be inseparable from company strategy and business processes. 4. Compliance with laws, regulations, rules and standards is not regarded as a function of the board. 5. Managing stakeholders' relationships is not part of sustainability reporting. 6. For the first time, as a result of the new Companies Act, the King Report includes mergers, acquisitions and take-overs. 7. King III applies to all entities: their incorporation or establishment, and even "SOC Limited", as defined by the Public Finance Management Act and the Municipal Finance Management Act.
RESEARCH QUESTION AND METHODOLOGY
Managers are generally given considerable room to manoeuvre in terms of the quality and quantity of disclosure on company-specific governance practices, even where disclosure requirements already exist (Labelle, 2002, in Collett and Hrasky, 2005) . Wallace and Naser (1995) maintain that non-financial disclosure in an annual report cannot be measured accurately, even though the quality of the information disclosed can be measured in terms of its accuracy, reliability, relevance and comparability (Wallace and Naser, 1995; Santema and Van de Rijt, 2001; Stanton and Stanton, 2002) .
There are various ways in which the quality of non-financial information disclosure has been measured in the past (Tasker, 1998) . For example, Lundholm (1993, 1996) , Healy et al. (1998) and Botosan (1997) used analyst ranking to measure the quality of non-financial information disclosure. Tasker (1998) , on the other hand, created a relative disclosure index by investigating the disclosure attributes of the individual annual reports filed by smaller firms. The objective of this study was to: The extent to which South African firms disclose non-financial information in their annual report was studied using a quantitative methodology with extensive statistical modelling. In 2005, a sample of one hundred JSE-listed companies was selected. The sample was chosen from the Financial Mail's list of the top two hundred companies on the basis of their turnover (Financial Mail, 2005) . In 2008, the same sample was used but it had in the meantime decreased to eighty-eight companies because fourteen had either been acquired or had merged with others in the sample. The 12 criteria discussed earlier in this article were used to analyse the annual reports for 2008 and compared to the results of 2005. As already mentioned, the first ten criteria (Table 1) had been used to evaluate strategy disclosure in Dutch annual reports and the additional two criteria were added as they were identified in 2005 as being very important for firms operating in the South African context (Santema and Van de Ritj, 2001; Padia and Yasseen, 2011) .
The companies were rated for partial to full disclosure with scores ranging from 0 to 1 (Table 3) . This data was collated on an Excel spreadsheet with the 100 companies along the left-hand side and the 12 variables along the right. To avoid any bias resulting from the subjective nature of the study, the author went through each set of financial statements and awarded scores for each company. It should be noted that scores were awarded for the extent of disclosure and not for quality. It was thus felt that, as the author was not assessing the relevance of the data, bias would be reduced. A score of zero denoted no disclosure and a score of one denoted maximum disclosure. The 2005 and 2008 annual reports were obtained either from McGregor BFA or directly from the Each of the eighty-eight companies was inspected individually and an individual score was awarded for each item. The individual scores were then statistically analysed using the computer program STATA version 10. Some of the analysis carried out included the perce score, Cronbach's alpha for internal consistency and a twodimensional biplot of the dataset (Padia and Yasseen, 2011) . Such a biplot simultaneously displays the observations (rows) and the relative positions of the variables (columns), while marker symbols (points) are displayed for observations and arrows are displayed for variables. These assisted in analysing the extent of disclosure and whether there was a significant correlation among the variables (Padia and Yasseen, 2011) .
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A sample of one hundred JSE-listed companies and eighty-eight JSE-listed companies were used for the studies conducted in 2005 and in 2008 respectively and the sample was rated on the twelve variables selected. The companies were rated for partial to full disclosure with scores ranging from 0 to 1 (Table 3) , with a score of zero denoting no disclosure and a score of one denoting maximum disclosure. The two samples were also analysed using the probability of a number between 0 and 1 describing the likelihood that a variable being analysed has been disclosed in the company's annual report.
The comparison of the results revealed that the mean overall disclosure percentage in 2005, based on 100 observations, was 60.4% (standard deviation = 29.4%) with a median (and interquartile range) of 64.6% (37.5-89.6%). The mean overall disclosure percentage in 2008 based on 88 observations was slightly higher at 62.2% (standard deviation = 26.5%) with a median (and interquartile range) of 67. 7% (45.8-82.3% . This indicates that, contrary to expectation, fewer companies made full disclosure. This could be a result of the onset of the financial crisis, which might mean that companies were inclined to make less disclosure as a result.
Based on the Wilcoxon matched-pairs signed-ranks test, no significant change in paired rank occurred when comparing overall disclosure in 2005 with 2008 (z = 0.287; p = 0.774). Similarly, when comparing actual disclosure score using a paired t-test, no significant difference in mean score was observed between these two time points (t = 0.32; p = 0.750). Therefore, the overall change between 2005 and 2008 was not significant. This is interesting as one would expect that over a period of three years companies would either have improved their non-financial disclosure or, on the other hand, as a result of the financial crisis, would have decreased their disclosure quite significantly.
When comparing specific sub-category disclosure changes between these two time points, a highly significant increase in corporate strategy disclosure was observed (z = -2.919; p = 0.0035). A significant increase in business unit strategy also occurred (z = -4.161; p < 0.001). Conversely, there was a significant decrease in monitoring disclosure between 2005 and 2008 (z = 2.544; p = 0.0110). In addition, a marginally significant decrease in HIV disclosure was observed from 2005 to 2008 (z = 1.809; p = 0.0704). No other significant changes in temporal disclosure scores were observed in other specific sub-categories, that is, p > 0.1).
We found a higher disclosure score to be significantly associated (correlated) with a higher FM ranking (that is, lower score), both in 2005 and in 2008 (r = -0.78 and -0.65 respectively, p < 0.05). A positive increase in overall disclosure was significantly (at 5% level) correlated with an FM ranking gain from 2005 to 2008 (r = -0.22; p < 0.05). This indicates that more disclosure would have a positive effect on the companies' rankings, bearing in mind that this would not be the only factor to affect the ranking of a company. Figure 4 highlights this correlation.
The disclosure categories that were significantly, though weakly, correlated (as disclosure increased from 2005 to 2008 when see a gain in ranking) with an FM ranking gain appeared to be: a) Corporate strategy disclosure (r = -0.20; p < 0.05); Padia and Yasseen's (2011) research examined the top 61 and the bottom 39 companies of the sample of 100 companies. Among the top 61 companies, six had 100% disclosure. In addition, 18 had a score of over 90%, seven had a score greater than 80%, and 12 had over 70% disclosure. This means that a total of 43 companies made more than 70% disclosure. In the bottom 39 companies, 11 companies scored less than 10% disclosure on the 12 variables. The current study examined the top 52 and the bottom 36 of the eighty-eight JSE-listed companies selected in 2008. Among the top 52 were three companies with 100% disclosure; 10 companies that scored over 90%; 10 companies that scored over 80%; and 13 companies that scored over 70%. This means that a total of 36 companies made over 70% disclosure. In the bottom 36, only five companies made less than 10% disclosure on the 12 variables.
Conclusion and limitations
In 2005, the main finding of a study conducted by Padia and Yasseen (2011) indicated that the 12 strategy variables [10 of which were taken from a Dutch study by Santema and Van de Ritj (2001) and two additional variables deemed to reflect the South African context] used in the study can be grouped into categories. Most commonly, it was found that companies in South Africa pay more attention to describing the strategy variables of mission, objective and goals. Consequently, these three variables had the highest disclosure. Furthermore, over 40% of the companies scored a maximum score of 1 in this regard. What is important to note here is the fact that only 23% of the companies made very little or no disclosure. It is therefore encouraging to note that 73% of the companies made at least sufficient disclosure by scoring more than 50%. These results can be compared with the Dutch study (Santema and Van De Ritj, 2001) , where the variables of mission and objective did not score particularly high. In the Dutch study, objectives had a low score of 15% and variables such as action plans, ex-post and monitoring were more or less the same. In comparing the results obtained for 2005 and 2008, overall scores for both studies indicate a significant amount of disclosure in terms of corporate disclosure and business unit strategies disclosure in 2008. Greater disclosure also seems to be positively correlated with a higher Financial Mail ranking in the selected sample. On the other hand, the disclosure score of HIV/AIDS decreased from 2005 to 2008, and BEE disclosure also decreased substantially for the same period. This is interesting to note as one would expect that with increased focus on these two areas in South Africa there would have been an increase in disclosure for these two criteria.
Overall analysis of the 2008 findings indicates that 40% of the companies scored above 70% disclosure; three percent scored 100% disclosure, 11% scored above 90%, 11% scored above 80%, and 15% scored above 70%. Moreover, 10 companies had a score in excess of 90%, 10 companies scored over 80%, and 13 companies scored over 70%. On the other hand, six percent of companies scored below 10%, indicating little or no disclosure on the 12 variables.
Therefore, in 2005, 70% of companies from the chosen sample scored above 70% on disclosure, whereas in 2008, 69% of companies in the sample scored above 70%. In 2005, however, 28% of companies scored less than 10% on disclosure, while, by contrast in 2008, 13% of companies scored less than 10%. Therefore, the overall results indicate an increase in non-financial disclosure in the annual reports of JSE-listed companies from 2005 to 2008, although not significant, and greater disclosure was associated with a higher Financial Mail ranking (Figure 4 ) in 2008. A positive increase in overall disclosure was associated with a Financial Mail ranking gain in 2008. This means that JSE-listed companies should be encouraged to make non-financial disclosure pertaining to their strategy.
The main limitation of this study was that it evaluated the correlation between the amount of non-financial information disclosed in the annual reports of South African JSE-listed companies in 2005 and 2008, which is for a period of two years only. In addition, in 2005 the chosen sample included one hundred JSE-listed companies, whereas by 2008 the sample had decreased to eighty-eight, as twelve of the companies in the 2005 sample had been acquired by other companies, had merged with other companies in the sample or may have delisted. The King III report, which came into effect from 2010, has created a huge potential for future research on non-financial disclosure.
